ILLEGIB
Approved For Release 2001/06/09 : CIA-RDP78T05439A000500020035-0

Approved For Release 2001/06/09 : CIA-RDP78T05439A000500020035-0



* HANDLE VIR
TALENT-KEYHOLE
CONTROL FYSTEM ONLY

THROUGH.

"“plems regarding th

" launch site.

DECLASS REVIEW by NIMA/DOD

I-EMORAI@W FOR:

A:ITEN'I'I;ON.

l. This mem
whicg
at 4
the

mis

h requested a
he Leningrad
Mallinn AMM/
j%le Test Cen

. 2. It has be
fectdve analysis 4
numbered 3 through

fied where pd

ical photograp
l
la positions s

nmiss

rare
inch

iles, a line g
d to the same
). These lin
on their transpo
makipng it possibl
the tase of the Gx
¢amplex in separat
The
tainer. Attachmren
the Leningrad AMM/
read "AMM/SAM" ins

Chief,

_ Defensive Missiles Brancil

éhief, Requirements Branch, Reconngissance Group, CGS

TCS 1896/65
M/EB 121/65
12- April 1965
Copy .

Forces Division, ORR

ief, Photographic Intelligence Division, CIA
cnparison of Tallinn, Leningrad and Sary Shﬂgan Launch
ositions

&) Requirement C-RRk—Bl,Yls
b) CIA/PID Project 30T74O-k

randum is in response to your requirement dated 20 August 1964

comparison of the size and appearance of launch positions found

24/SAM Launch Complexes, the Leningrad AMM/SAM treining facility,
Launch Complex and certain launch sites at Sary Shagan Anti-

r, Launch Camplex A.

en determlned that the graphic approach offered the most ef-
echnique. E=ach of .-the launch sites in question (Attachments

9) have been drawn to the same scale (30 feet to the inch) and
ssible. Those drawings not rectified were prepared fram near
hy and probably have little overall distortion. Attachments

2 contain smell scale orientation line drawings to show the location of the

elected for scaled drawings. In view of the yet unresolved pro-
e mating of specific launch positions with so-called antimissile
rawing of the Ganef, the Griffon, and the Galosh has been pre-
scale as the line drawings of laumch positions (30 feet to the
drawings (Attachment 10) show vertical views of the missiles
ers, being pulled by their prime mover where appropriate, thue
to experiment with different entry and unloading concepts. In
iffon, it is possible the missile is transported to the launch
e seqtions, the booster and sustainer being mated at or near the
drawing reveals the point where booster is Jjoined to the sus-
't 11 is included to pin down terminology used with reference to
SAM Camplexes. All captions on the Leningrad Caxplexes should
tead of '"probable AMI". The scaled line drawings should prove

valuable in forming and discussing various hypotheses regarding system evolution,

with a ready brief

ing device, as demonstrated b hoto lvst on 19 Feb. Y

1965 in a briefing presented

men an, e
on white paper doc

Excloded ¢

3
g

3
g

party of intelligence analysts. To facilitate experi-
wings of launch positions have been reproduced as black
TPhe line

- e
unents and also as transparent foil copies in color.

. HANDLE VIA
TALENT-KEYHOLE
CONTROL SYSTEM ONLY

-




HANDLE VIR
TALC‘fFKcYHOLE
CONTROL SYSTEM ONLY.

Comparison of Tallinn, Leningrad and Sary Shagan . TCS 1896/65
Lewunch: Positions M/EB 121/65

drawings of the missiles have been reproduced in two colors as transparent
foil copies only. The transparent copigs permit any number of overlay combina-

vions..

3. Manipulation and study of the attached graphics and -interpretation of
the most recent photography of Sary Shagan, Leningrad and Tallinn
- results in the following analysis:

a. There 1is considerable similarity between the curved missile
'ready buildings at Sary Shagan Launch Complex A (Attachment 8) and the
missile ready buildings at Leningrad (Attachments T and 9), with the former
‘being prototype sites. These missile ready buildings are probably constructed
to the same general specifications, dimensionally appearing similar.

- (1) the position of the launch point with reference to the missile
ready building at the Leningrad deployed sites is similar to that at the Sary
Shagan prototype sites.

(2) The prototype missile ready buildings at Sary Shagan probably
have loading .rails to the rear, positioned in the same location with reference to
the missile ready building as those seen at the Leningrad deployed sites. Snow
cover prevents confirmation of missile transfer rails approaching the erector/
launcher's at Sary Shagan, however, faint striations in front of the ready
building at Launch Site 6 were detected on previously accomplished good quality
KH-4 photography. The possible presence of loading rails to the rear of the
curved ready buildings at Sary Shagan suggests.that transfer rails probably
exist between the missile ready buildings and thelr respective launch positions.

. b." The apparent differences between the prototype launch sites and
the Lenlngrad deployed and training sites are as follows:

‘(1) Each of the Sary Shagan prototype sites was originally
designed for six  launch positions, arranged two rows .of three positions each,
beck to back, forming a square pattern, served by a central loop road. This
design configuration was never achieved because none of the launch positions 25X1D
facing to the southeast were constructed, though circular excavations for launch
point foundations were visible at launch site 6 as early as 25X1D
- Earlier photography was not of sufficient quality to confirm or negate
their presence. On the other hand, the Leningrad deployed .sites are designed
so the curved, mlssile ready buildings are arranged in a circle.
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(2) The curved, missile ready building at .Sa;:y Shagan Launch
Site 5,( Launch Camplex A, is suspected to have a flat roof, whereas a curved
ridge line and pitched roof can be seen at all the missile ready buildings at
deplioyed Leningrad sites and at Lawmch Site 6, Sary Shagan, Leunch Complex A.
Availaalg. photography does not permit determinatioh of roof type-at the curved

v building at the Leningrad AMM/SAM Training Site.

(3) Each Leningrad de_ployed site, missile ready building has =a
structure positioned on each side of the curved building, adjacent
e inner arc. Such & structure can not be found at the Sary Shagan proto-
sites or at the Leningrad training site. It is suspected that either these
ctures are designed. to house emergency internal combustion electric generators,

“or ey are in some way associated with an autcamatic system designed to move the

25X1D

i3

25X1D
25X1D

25X1D
25X1D sitgs, the erector launchers seen in can not be negated any later -

missile from the ready building to the launcher during an alert or attack
sityation.

(4) - The Leningrad AMM/SAM Training Launch Site (Attechment 9)
probably never had an erector/launcher installed in front of its curved,
ile ready building. Until very recently, the same could be written about
deployed sites in the Leningrad area. The first evidence that-erector
chers were being installed at the Leningrad sites was revealed on photography
or T oo activity was detected at each of the leunch
ts at launch sites C, D, and E at Leningrad D34 (Northwest) AMM/SAM Launch
lex. a blanket of snow facilitated
detection of activity or erector/launchers at the launch points, and on

revealed that' these launch points did indeed contain

tor/launchers. DNegation of these features can not be.precisely accomplished.
to the ‘eppearance of prepared launch point foundations at the Leningrad

As shown in Attachment 7, the launch

its at the Leningrad deployed AMM/SAM sites in B consisted of a flat,
tular pad I in dismeter, possibly made of concrete, in the center of
lh was a dark circular area approximately 5 feet in diameter, having no
‘apparent height. The lauach pad areas surrounding the launch points at Sary |

25X1D Shagan launch sites 5 and 6, Launch Camplex A, are larger than the areas

surtounding the launch points at the deployed Leningrad AMM/SAM leunch sites.
As gn example, the prepared semi-circular area surrounding the launch point
et launch site 5 is approximately 90 feet across (See Attachment 8).
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(5) The three erector/launchers present at Sary Shagan Launch
Site 5, Launch Camplex A, were probably in place on whereas the *

two erector/launchers at nearby Launch Site 6 were probably missing as the site '
was probably still under construction. Photography of #
evealed the presence of the two largest structure and

revealed two pos le| erector/launchers
in place. The excellent quality coverage of
revealed sufficient detail to allow identification of a few design features of
the erector/launchers at Sites 5 and 6, Sary Shagan Launch Camplex A. Comparison
with the details revealed at Leningrad Northwest AMM/SAM Complex by *
leads to the conclusion that the erector/launchers are not of the same type. 1In
fact, they are sufficiently different t6 suspect that the missile possibly fired
from Launch Sites 5 and 6, Sary Shagan Lawmch Camplex A was of a different type
then that now being positioned in the curved ready buildings at the deployed
sites near Leningrad, or it has been modified to pexrmit a different erection/

.launch technigue.

_ (6) The erector/launchers at Launch Sites 5 and 6, Sary Shagan 25X1D
Launch Ccamplex A, appear to have a lattice framework supporting a #
cantilever beam approximately _the launch pad, with the cantl evered 25X1D
end pointing toward the curved, missile ready building. Note attachment 8 and 12.

In this regard, attention is invited ta 25X1C
forwvarded by DIA I «hich describes a film clip shown on .

Soviet TV on 9 May 1964. This film purportedly showed the launch of a Griffon
missile. The report does not make it clear whether the film had sufficient
continuity to ascertain.whether the erector/launcher ("a lattice frame running
over the top of the missile") was part of the missile transporter which emerged
from the missile ready building, or a separate device at the launch point. The
drawing which forms part of the report does not clearly resolve the problem
either. It is believed that & gap in the sequence did occur, cutting out the
portion-where the missile was transferred from the rail mounted missile trans-
porter to the erector/launcher. The erector/launcher at S Shagan Launch ~25X1D
resermbles scmewhat the "lattice frame" which the

running over the top of the missile. This supports the hypothesis that the 25X1C
erector/leuncher at the Sary Shagan curved ready building sites is not part

of the missile transporter dolly which carries the missile from the ready

"building out to the launch point. . .

c. In view of the different erector/launchers being installed at
the Leningrad deployed AMM/SAM launch sites, it is important to determine which
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of the related R & D launch posititns have similar erector/launchers keeping in |
25X1D mind, at the seme time, that we have yet to view good quality #
of the cperations area at Sary Shagan Launch Canplex B. Nevertheless, 1t 1is
probubly reasonable to assume that Launch Complex A will provide the answer to
25X1D the quéstion of what is bappening at the Leningred AMM/SAM~.L8.1mch Ccmplexes.
425X1. fs of the accomplished over Sary Shagan Launch Camplex A
. D reveals that a number of launch positions at
25x10 Launch Sites 3 and 4 possibly have erector/launchers similar to those revealed
; . et Leningrad NW Probable AMM/SAM Launch Complex on
25X1D: Specifically, the Sary Shagan Launch Ccmplex A launch positions which possibly l
| have such erector/launchers are: : )

Launch Site 3, launch positions 1 and 4

|
1
i
|
|
|

Lawnch Site 4%, launch position 1

. . N - 3
These erector/launchers are oriented favorably with reference to the sun,

thus permitting mensuration, and ‘they measure epproximately I «ith 25X1D
]; the top surface of the device approximately above the launch pad. 25X1D
‘ - &. Attachment 12 shows scaled line drawings at 30 feet to the inch,
25X1D. showing both erector/launchers as they have been observed in photography.
25x1D - Attachment 5 was_drawn from ﬁwhich permitted detection of gross
features only. | (NN ©0otographed scattered to heavy
clouds over Launch Complex A and the view of lsunch position 2, leunch site L
dié not permit identification of the ‘object located on the laumch point, how-
ever, it possibly was a single light toned object approximately I 25X1D
The width, more difficult to determine, was probably 5 to 10 feet. This object
appeared to be located on a roughly square dark area approximately 20 feet on a
side (having no apparent height), which in turn was centered in two concentric v
circlesy The inner circle had approxixately a 50 ‘foot dlameter and the larger
circle 90 foot diameter. The inner circle at this launch positioh can not
25X1D be detected on _ photography due to snow .cover and high contrast
= conditions. ] S

e. It is interesting to note the correlation between "rabbit ear"
launch positions (Launch Site 4, Sary Shagen Launch Camplex A) and the curved
building. sites (Attechments 5, 7, 8, and 9). By placing the transparent copy
of Attachment 5 over Attachment 7 or 8, it can be seen that there are certain
similerities in the size of the launch pad and the distance from probable

-
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"missile ready position" to the launch point. There is also some dimensional
similarity between the object on th¢ end of the "rabbit ear" extension (Attach-
ment 5) and the object parked to th¢ rear of missile bay number 4 on Attachment
8.. Attachment 6 shows that dimensifnally, there is far less correlation with
laurich positions i at Taunch $ite 3, Sary Shagan Launch Complex A. How-
evexr, the recent shows there is considerable correlation
between the erector/launcher @&t launch position L, Iaunch Site 3, Sary Shagen-
Lawnch Complex A and the erector/la.unchers seen a't; the "rabbit ear" sites and
those seen‘at the Leningrad NW AMM/SAM Launch Camplex. _ :

25X1D Cf. As of _ erec'bor/lammchers have nét been detected at
25X1D of the Tallinn AMM/SAM Launch Sites, however, the most |recent coverage of
reveals a sharp V pattern developing in same of
the launch positions, similar to that seen at launch position 5, Launch Site
3, Sary Shagan Launch Camplex A (Attachment 4). Camparison of these launch
-positicns by placing the transparent copy of Attachment L4 over Attachment 3
reveals & eonsiderable amount of dimensional sm:.la.r:.ty. The stiiation point-
25X1D ing from the prtbable launch point down the access road, as depicted on Attach- 25X1D.
ment 4, was seen on have no. .

: hedl sht, and could not be identified on following
25X1D . The appearance of the launch points at Tallinn

have shown scme similarity to that seen at Sary Shagen Launch position 5, Site
Camplex A, (Attachments '3 and 4) however the timing of *p‘recludes
a more definitive comparison. At the time the Sary Shagan pos on was photo-
25X1D grephed by it vas considerebly advanced in construction status as
-25X1D campared to the situation at Tallinn when-it was covered by equally good large 25X 1D

scale The dark square on Attachment depicts what appeared
to be an excavation in— 25X1D
analysis O e

25X1D I v2s non-stereo-and does not permit depth or )

lauvnch points at Tellimn. Sary Shagan launch position 5 a‘b Lawnch Site 3 reveals

e raised mess at the launch point, surrounded by an area of dark tone, probably

having no height, as depicted on Attachment 4. The raised mass is approximately .
and has. a width of approximately 10 feet. Shadow and available

resolution do not permit & more precise measurement. In the opposite side of the

launch position are two raised messes (approximatelyﬂin plan view). 25X1D

In each case the masses are depicted as rectangular, however, this is for con-

venience only as their true shape can not be determined. The two raised objects

in the rear or "ready position” of the revetment are spaced approximately 20

feet apaxrt, center to center, and approximately 115 feet from the raised object

_ at the launch point. The objects at the ready positicn are located at the

. terminus of ten foot wide striations which project in & sharp "V" shape

from the lawnch point. It is suspected that each leg of the "V'" has

25X1D
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sare depth. The leunch revetment walls bave two flat areas, one approximately
20 by 4O feet on the long side of the revetment and the other approximately 60
by 20 feet near the "ready" end of the revetment. A "Cc" shaped bunkered )
structure is located opposite the position entrance. Shadow and available
resolution preclude,detemination of the true shape of the object positioned
2t the launch point at launch position 5, Launch Site 3, Sary Shagan Launch
‘Camplex A, however, it appears to be unlike the objects at any of the other
launch positions at launch sites 3 and 4. The object at position 6, Launch
Site 3 % is difficult to discern due to the probable vehicles parked in close
proximity to i+t and the direction of the shadow. .

. : g- Using the overlay comparison technique, it is interesting to note

certein correlations between the launch position depicted by Attachments 4, 5,

and 7. Placing Attachment L over Attechment 5, it ¢an be seen that there is

dimensional correlation between the two leunch points and the distance between

the lawunch points and the objects at the ready position. Placing Attachment 4

over Attachment T, it can be seen that the "y" shaped striations fall fairly

precisely over launch point access rails from two adjacent missile bays. The

1atter correlations are particularly significant in view of the erector/ launcher

correlations and the activity seen at Leningrad NW on 25X1D
. This activity resulted in an wmusual repetitive pattern between the 25X1D

missile ready buildings and the launch points.at Leningrad NW Launch Sites D

and E. At launch Site D, launch point access ;'ails' fram missile bays 1 and 2

,appear to have been used and in scme cases have possible' vehicles astride one

"or poth of the access rails. The same is true at launch positions 1 through

L4 at Launch Site E. In each case the access rails from missile hays 1 and 2

ere used, producing e sharp "V" pattern, not wnlike that formed by the "V" at

Tallinn and Sary Shagan Lawnch Site 3, Position 5, Launch Ccmplex A.

DISCUSSION:

The timlng of comstruction at Leningrad end Sary Shagan Launch Coamplex A,
in eddition to correlations mentioned above and recent photographic evidence,
tend to support certain hypotheses in varying degrees: :

/1. The missile system being currently installed at the Leningrad AMM/SAM
Leunch Camplexes is not the system for which the complexes were originally de-
signed and ccgstructed. More specifically, that the missile now being emplaced
“in the missile ready buildings at Leningrad is not the same for which the
" camplexes were originally designed, or the original missile has been modified
to meet & different operational ccnecept or to complement a different electronic

.
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i : ‘ .
guidance system. E\;rbﬁexjmgre , Launch Site 3 and L4, Sary Shaga.n Launch Camplex
A were constructed to develop and; test the .alternate or modified missile system
for the Leningrad ‘Camplexes. .

Primary Evidence: .

- a. Correlation of erector/launche:gs ,-Leningrad NW and Sary Shagan
Launch Sites 3 axnd L, Launch Camplex A. : :

b. FExtensive activity at Leunch Sites 3 and L4, Sary Shagan Launch
Canplex A, at the same%time that Iaunch Sites 5 and 6 were inactive during the
1963 1964 period. , :

c. Failure Lo install at Leningrad the type of erector/le.uncher
found in front of the eurved ready building at Sary Shagan Launch Sites 5 and
6, Launch Camplex A. Instead, the installation of erector/launchers at
leningrad NW which are| similar to those seen at Lauwnch Sites 3 and 4%, Sary
Shagen, Lawmch Ccmplex|A. .

d. The construction sequence at Sary Shagan.Launch Camplex A, with
Launch Sites 5 and 6 being constructed first, followed by launch sites 3 and
L4, with two different ground support concepts probably being tested simultane-
cusly at launch sites 3 and L. :

. i ‘.

2. The missile system being installed at Tallinn is ~the same which is now _
being installed at the Leningred Probable AMM Launch Camplexes. The evidence
which- supports this hypothesis is not all clear-cut, and there is some evidence
which tends’ to support an opposing point of view, that is, that the missile
system being installed at Tellinn is not the same as that being installed at
Leningred. Evidence which supports the first of these hypotheses is as
follows: )

e. TInstellation of five ramped electronics positions (which form a
pentagon when connected by straignt lines) at approximately the same interval
and oriented similarly with reference to an assumed threat direction (assuming
air breathing attack vehicles) at Leningrad NW and Tallinn AMM/SAM Launch
Camplexes.

b. The "V" pattern formed by activity between missile ready buildings
and launch points at certain Leningrad AI-’.IvI/SAM launch positions and the correl-
ation between these patterns and those formed in the Tallinn type revetment—at
Sary Shagan Launch Complex A, and at the Tallinn AMM/SAM Launch Camplex. Should
following missionks reveal activity from more +han two missile bays at the
Leningrad AMM/SAM launch sites, the significance of these early patterms would
require further analysis. .
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c. The approximate similarity in distance between radars at Electronics |
. Site B, and Launch Sites 3 and 4 at Sary Shagan Launch Camplex A, and thée distances
. between the so called péentagon placed electronics and the | unch sites &t Tallinn.
. . : 1

d.- No apparent installation of new electronics near Launch Sites 3
and 4 Sary Shagen Launch Camplex A with the construction of the Tallinn type
lawnch revetment at Launch Site 3. )

3. E\rldence which tends to support the second hypothesis is as follows:

: -‘ a. Canplete discarding of originsl launch point configuration at
launch positions 5 and 6, Sary Shagan Launch Camplex A, Launch Site 3, followed
by the construction of & grossly different reveted launch positlon, in the ce.se
of position 5.- -

b. Construction of unusuwal roads and hardstands near Launch Site 3,
Sary Shagen Leunch Camplex A, concurrent with the construction of the so-called
, T=2llirn type launch position at Launch Site 3. This includes a '"C" shaped
revetment, protected by two crescent shaped revetments near Electronics Site B.

25xiD, c. Dpetection on [ o 75 to 100 foot

long objects on the new roads and hardstands which were constructed concurrent
with tke construction: of the Tallinn type launch position. These suspect
vehiclescould constitute loads longer than anything previously seen at Launch

Canplex A.

K d. The d:\.stances between the so called pentagon electronics positions
- and the launch -sites at Leningrad NW AN‘\&/SAM Launch Complex are between 500 and
2,000 feet greater than they are at Tallinn. ;
)+. In discussing the above evidence, it must be kept in mind that the so--
. galled gross difféerence in the appearance of the Tallinn type launch position
(Attachment 4) apd the so-called rabbit ear positions (Attachment 5), is due
primerily to the presence of the revetment. It is conceivable that a decision
‘to revet a'rabbit ear" type lsunch position was made, and to save space and
construction material they simply redesigned the rabbit ear launch position

. to.bring the "ears" or "ready" positions closer together. As for the long 25X1D
lceds seen near Launch Site 3 hﬁt
must be remembered that they were observed on relatively poor quality KH-

photogrephy and were visible primarily due to spow cover which created a high
constrast situation. Consequently it is not possible to confirm that the long
objects were single vehicles or a group of vehicles in a string. Nevertheless,
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+this does not help resolve the problem. The confi'gure.‘cion of the launch point
et the Tallinn tyoe launch position (Site 3, Position 5) at Sary Shagan (Attach-
25X1D ment 4) appears to be different from those features which ca.zi be detected at
21l other launch positions at Launch Camplex A. It also appears to be different
) from what can be seen at the launch positions at the Leningred AMM/SAM Launch
Camplexes on and different from what can be seen
at-the Leningrad Northwest AMM/SAM Lawnch Camplex on I 25X1D
25x10 1 where erector/launchers can be identified on a number of the launch :
points. Another unangwered question is why a decision to revet at Iaunch Site
3, Sary Shagen Launch Complex A, was made after so meny months of lawnch
i operations from wnrevetted launch positions?

As for miésiles depicted on Attachment 10, it is reasonable to assume that

‘the Griffon was the missile originally intended for the curved, missile -ready
‘buildings, however, it is more: difficult to camfortably placé either of the
iother two missiles into Tallinn. (To assist in this analysis & similarly scaled
{ (30 feet to 1 inch) line drawing of an entire Tallinn launch site is ircluded as
| Attachment 13).! The Galosh appears to be too large, and the Ganef too small,

| suggesting that the Soviets have one or more missiles we have yet to see in a

: Nevertheless, in view of the evidence of long loads at Sary

25X1D’ Shagen Lawnch Couplex A on NG ¢ i° occcccery
3 . to speculate regarding the Galosh, and its possible p cement in a Tallinn

. type launch position. To place the Galosh in a Mallinn type launch position

. would possibly reguire a special missile Yeceiving boam, or erector, which
would receive the missile while it was moved in along the access road, erect:
it partially or wholly,.then turn injazimuth on’ its base before lowering the
missile down onto one of the legs of the "V" shaped access paths. The missile
. would then be moved elong a track toward the ready end of the launch position,
while the receiving boom or erector would receive & second missile, to.be
ldwered.in the same manner. Thus each launch position could hold two Galosh
‘missiles. ’

Ore of the problems in assuming that the Griffon is not the missile now
being emplaced in the Leningrad AMM/SAM Launch Camplexes, is designating a
iawnch site which will use it, unless of course, oOne &ssumes that the Soviets
do not plen to mass produce the Griffon following the problems they encountered
i at "the Leringrad AMA/SAM Launch Camplexes. - Regardless of how one views the
* Griffon problem, the Galosh nmust also be identified with a specific lawnch site.
Many additional pieces to the puzzle will undoubtedly fall in place with the
accomplishment ard enalysis of additional large scale, good quality stereo
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e :
i X
photography of Sery Shagan Iaunch Camplex A, Tallinn, Cherepovets, and the
‘Leningrad AMM/SAM Lauach Complexes. 25X1A :

5.. The fahoto anelyst on this project is who may be
contacted on extension 2422 should you have any further gquestions concerning
_this project.! ] .

i S e e

’ 4.6. . The cut-off date on this project is 28 March 1965, however work on
supplement Ipto C-RR3-80,551 and C-RR3-80,730 (CIA/Project 30004-5, Supplement
1)  will possibly add valuable information on the seme subject. The latter .
roject is nearing completion as of this date. Missions accamplished after
h will undoubtedly require updating of this analysis. This project
is considered to be camplete. -t . !
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Enclosures:
Listing of attachments
«Two '‘orientation drawings
Ten {scaled line drawings ..
One perspective line drawing .
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SUBJECT: Comparison of Tallinn, Leningrad and Sary Shagan - .TcS 1896/65

Lawmch Positions

‘

Control No.
_CIA/PID/MEB-P-66/65
(¢TA /PID/MEB-P-67/65

=

§CIA/PID/N£EIB-P-68/65

CIAJPID/MEBLF-69/65 .,

CIA/PID/MEB-P-T0/65

CIA/PID/MEB-P-T1/65

=

y CIA/PID/MEB-P-T2/65

—» Ch/PID/mLP;73 /65 '

-

CIA/PID/MEB-P-T4/65

M/EB 121/65

Description

Orientation drawing of '.'L‘allinn‘
AMM/SAM Launch Canplex

Orientation draving of Sary Shagan
Isunch Positions 3 and 4, Camplex A

Scaled line drawing of a Tallinn
launch position (one paper copy
and one iransparent copy)
Scaled line drawing of Launch
Position 5, Launch Site 3, Launch
Complex A, Sary Shagan. (one
paper and one foil)

‘Scaled line drawing of Launch s
Position 2, Leunch Site 4, Lawmch
Camplex A, Sa.ry Shagan (one paper
and one foil) -

Scaled line drawing of Launch
Position 4, Launch Site 3; Launch
Camplex A, Sary Shagan (one paper
and one foil)

Scaled line d.rawing of‘ a Len:l.ngrad
AMM/SAM Launch position, (one paper
and cne foil)

Scaled line drawing of missile

ready building and launch position

at lawnch site 5, Leunch Complex A
Sary Shagan (one paper a.nd one foil)

Scaled line drawing of the AMM/SAM
training launch site, Leningra.d .
(one paper and cne foil) e
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SUBJECT: Ccxparison of Tellinn, Leningrad and Sary Shagan TCS 1896/65

‘Leunch Positions

ATTACEMENTS: (Continued)

Control No.

CIA/PID/MEB-P-T6/65

CIA/PID/MEB-P-510/6kL

CIA/PID/)ED—P-.—.’L61/65 -

NPIC J 4129

M/EB 121/65

Scaled line drawings of the Griffon,
the Galosh and the Gamef (two foil
copies, .in different colors)

Perspective line dxawing of a’

Leningrad AMM/SAM Launch Position,

with terminology key.

ScdaXed line drawing of erector
lsjunchers seen at Sary-Shagan and
Leningrad NW.

Scdled llne drawing of &a-Tallimn
AMM/SAM Laurich Site
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LAUNCEERS

Sary—Shagan, I..aunch Complex A

b.mcﬁ Sitcs 5 and 6

The design of the lattice
supporting framework is
hypothetical.

Sary-Shagan, Launch Complex A
Lzunch Site 3, Position 1 & Lt
Launch Site lj, Position 1

Leningrad N7 AMM/SAM Complex

T0P VIEYW COMNFIGDRATION
C.l-.N NOT BE D_.a.:;.CTZD

ts have been made by tnc CIA/PID project analyst
rs proudcd by NPIC/TID. They should not be construed :
ion data co"m::_lecf by the NPIC Technical Intelligence Division.--

] ; g0 106 rT

!F':.:..;f“_._ e —— !

e 1

&pprox_.....}.te Scale: 1 inch equals 30 feet

7Cs 1896/65

CI4/PID/I=B~P ~-161/65 ATTACH, NO. 12

TOP SECRET RUFF . .




° 20"

SCALE 1= OFT.
RECTIFIED

!

Mhagsurements for this graohic have boen made by the
IPIC Teehnical Intalligence Division, and are cone
sidared to be arcurate within plus or minus 10 feet
or 5%, whicheve is greater.

ATTACH. No. 9

- <
TCS 1896/65
CIA/PID/MEB-P- 74/ 65
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